shaped by a worsening climate change is guided by four "core propositions." The first two are not controversial among people committed to climate justice: the science of climate change as such need not be debated (which does not preclude the need for further scientific analysis) and the impact of rapid climate change is horrible and a threat to human life, especially for the poor and marginalized. The third proposition is that it is unlikely that we can avoid significant climate change and so "the time has come for an analysis that anticipates (even as it fights against) a rapidly warming world" (13). The fourth proposition is that, since the elites of global capitalism have failed to coordinate a response to the deterioration of the climate that will increasingly jeopardize their political and economic power, we must expect that "elites will increasingly attempt to coordinate their reactions, all while sailing seas of uncertainty and incredulity" (14).
In support of the third proposition, Mann and Wainwright point to overall growing global greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, continual record warm years, the Paris Agreement with nations failing to set individual mitigation goals that will keep global warming within the proclaimed target goal of 2 (or even 1.5) degrees Celsius, and the withdrawal of the United States from this Agreement. They also observe that continuous accumulation is essential to capitalism; that fossil-fuel extraction has become more energy-and carbon-intensive, as exemplified by fracking and tar sands oil (25) (26) ; and that adapting to climate change may make it worse. The authors point to the growing demand for air conditioning, especially in the expanding and warming cities of the developing world, as an adaptation "that begets greater future suffering" since it increases fossil fuel-based electricity use and adds to the "urban heat island effect" (60). (47) -and view it mainly as an oppositional force to Climate Leviathan that they believe is bound to fail. As an oppositional force, Behemoth evokes what Naomi Klein describes as disaster capitalism, using "shock" to dismantle public services and promote de-regulated capitalism. mainly from two leading capitalist states, the United States and China, are capable of reconfiguring the political so that sovereignty is organized and legitimated on a planetary basis" (145). Mann and Wainwright make conflicting suggestions as to how coercive this sovereignty would be. They write that this "elite program … might be granted substantial legitimacy in a context of perceived planetary emergency" (145). But they also claim that "planetary governance would enroll on a lumpy, conflictual terrain" (152) since the input of most states is excluded and there is not one hegemonic power but rather a "G2" (the United States and China).
In passing, Mann and Wainwright mention that India and Russia might have to be included in global climate governance (31, 152) and this would add to hegemonic struggle. The second way definitely implies coercion and conflict, since it has the United States obtaining total dominance in the development of space weapons, and then "space weapons will be mobilized to defend life on Earth: atmospheric geoengineering" (148). In a word, planetary sovereignty here includes the monopoly of space violence, enabling the United States to control through injection of synthetic aerosols how much sunlight is reflected back into space. This control requires the threat or use of violence in light of the controversial nature of geoengineering and its divergent impact on different regions on earth.
Mann and Wainwright suggest that the "G2" could use "the United Nations or other international fora … as a means of legitimizing aggressive means of surveillance and discipline" (32), adding in a footnote that the UN Security Council (UNSC) in 2011 considered the task of managing climate-induced conflict. This suggestion deserves elaboration since it points to an important possible scenario leading to Climate Leviathan. The UNSC has on several occasions debated whether climate change is a Security Council issue, partly under pressure of small island states who view the rising sea levels caused by climate change as a threat to their sovereignty and survival. More broadly, climate change may be viewed as an UNSC issue because it is a "threat multiplier," meaning that climate refugees, reduced resources due to global warming, shrinking agricultural land, and the like add to existing or evolving conflicts. A case can be made that the UNSC has the authority to take Chapter VII ("coercive") measures regarding GHG mitigation and adaption to climate change. But most countries from the Global South have opposed making climate change an UNSC issue in any form, presumably being wary of "Western interventionism," while the many supporting countries of the North have typically favored some non-coercive UNSC role. The conception of Climate X is problematic on several grounds. First, it seems to discourage cooperation with liberal or progressive supporters of the Paris Agreement since the Agreement is seen as foreshadowing Climate Leviathan. Granted, green capitalism might not be able to deal effectively with climate change in the long run (though this can be debated), and it will surely be unjust in the sharing of the burdens and benefits of mitigation and adaption. Still, we should support the Paris Agreement and similar initiatives (while pointing out their shortcomings) because they provide some room for anti-capitalist alternatives to grow before climate disruptions may lead to authoritarian global climate management. Second, socialism as a convincing response to climate change needs to be given more specific institutional content. For example, we need to address how workplace democracy might be conducive to greener production or how community input in investments might be conducive to greener transportation or electricity generation. To be sure, there are limits to envisioning a green socialist future (the authors emphasize the Marxian views that our historical location restricts our vision), but the struggle for this future minimally requires a discussion of concrete steps in this direction. Finally, Mann and Wainwright adhere to a conception of sovereignty that seems to preclude any significant role for the state and international or global institutions in creating climate justice.
The weaknesses of the Paris Agreement, including the compliance problem of UNCFFF as the institutional basis of this Agreement, may in fact call forth Climate Leviathan, since the window of preventing climate disaster is small. But this does not mean that in the struggle to prevent this scenario we should not theorize and seek to materialize more democratic and effective forms of national, regional, and global climate governance. Our best hope may lie between Mao and X.
